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distribution may allow a share to all children, inclusive of
illegitimates, so as to eliminate any discrimination among
children.108 Furthermore, courts have resorted to a permissive
public policy in cases in which adoptive children were a
class of persons entitled in the forum j explanation of the
child's unfavorable treatment by the statute creating adoption
is found in an antiquated prejudice against bastards.109 Thus,
in In re Riemann's Estate, the Illinois statutory provision,
denying the child's relationship with the relatives of the
adopter, was considered a "peculiar discrimination," repugnant
to the "generous spirit" underlying the law of Kansas.110 In
Pfeifer v. Wright*11 the progressive view was expressly di-
rected against the tradition extending from the Statute of
Merton to such cases as Keegan v. Geraghty and Frey v. Niel-
son.
But public policy should not be overdone. The Mississippi
court says poignantly:
"It would be unjust to both parent and child, to hold that
the mere fact of moving to another state would upset and un-
settle this relationship. It is of the utmost importance that the
status of this character should be maintained so far as it is
possible. . . ."112
108In re CrowelPs Estate (1924) 124 Me. 71, 126 Atl. 178 (an "adoption
into the family" in Nova Scotia had no legal significance in this province, but
fulfilled the conditions for inheritance in Maine).
109 Anderson v. French (1915) 77 N. H. 509, 93 Atl. 1042 (estate of adop-
ter) }  Calhoun v. Bryant (1911)   28 S. D. 266,  133 N. W. 266  (estate of
adoptive child).
110 In re Riemann's Estate (1927) 124 Kan. 539, 262 Pac. 16.
111 Pfeifer v. Wright (1930) 41 F. (zd) 464.
112Brewer v. Browning (1917) 115 Miss. 358 at 369, 76 So. 267, overruling
Fisher v. Browning, su$ra n. 93.